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MR. CHAIRMAN: Committee, please come to order.
The next presenter will be Mr. Phillip Graham,
representing Oscar Wilde Memorial Society.

MR. P GRAHAM: Mr. Chairman, I'm very habpy at last
to be able to advocate inclusion of sexual orientation
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in The Manitoba Human Rights Act. | believe it is going
to be amended to exclude that little bit about consenting
adults because of course, as has been presented before,
we often identify ourselves as being homosexual long
before we've had any sexual gratification, as Mr. Green
has put it.

| am representing the Oscar Wilde Memorial Society
which operates a private club for gay people and their
friends, their family, and it is open to all their friends
and family of any age and any sexual orientation, |
should say.

I’'m going to give a little bit of history of how we have
come this far so slowly. We made our first presentation
to the government back in 1974. Now the first social
gay clubs, | guess, were organized in 1971, and it was
a private club mainly for the entertainment of its
members. They had no gay liberation spirit because
most of them were professional people and were too
afraid to come out in case they may lose their jobs.

| was a gay farm boy from the country. | was brought
up in a very religious area and | guess you can imagine
the difficulties | had equating my homosexuality with
what | read in the Bible. In fact, | didn’t even know
homosexuality existed until | read it in the Bible. |
thought it was kind of neat when | read Leviticus
because nobody else obeyed anything else that was
said in Leviticus, so | didn’t think there was any harm
in my beliefs. However, | soon found out that was in
the contrary from the attitude of people.

Everybody has concentrated on homosexual
orientation, but we must also remember that it’s also
an affectional orientation. | remember, at 14, | felt a
great love, a great needing to be close to my male
friends. | hung around them a lot, | wanted to be close
to them. They did not know | was gay. | got a great
deal of satisfaction in being with them and discussing
their ideas, their beliefs, what they did. | was a good
friend and, in many cases, | have continued to be a
good friend. They had absolutely no idea | was gay.

The area | come from, which is in the Virden area,
| have subsequently found there are of course other
gay farm men and women who | have now met in the
various gay establishments in the city. Just pointing
that out and being that this might be reported in the
media, people back home may think, who are they.
They'll probably not know who they are and, if they
have any suspicions who may be or who may not be
gay, because of this, this legislation will not only protect
gay people but will protect people who other people
may suspect may be gay.

A friend of mine had a social, a wedding social, the
other day at the Concord. One of his friends went to
the washroom there and he was beaten up because
people thought he was gay. So this legislation will not
only protect gay people, it will protect the friends with
whom | associate. | am proud to associate with many
straight colleagues and friends. Our gay establishment
is open to our parents, our relatives and our friends.
We want this legislation to protect them, as well.
Because they attend that place somebody will say, oh,
look at so-and-so going in there. They may be gay,
which is not necessarily true.

Now | graduated in agriculture the same time as Mr.
Downey, Jack Murta, Felix Holtmann. | know these
people; | do not know their attitudes. | do know Mr.
Downey's attitude toward the situation, at least as
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reported to me. I'd have to hear him report it directly
before | would make any judgment.

| was on the executive of the student council. |
performed my duties well, was well liked in the faculty.
People, of course, were later surprised | was gay but
then, when | said my major was horticulture, there was
a snicker. Now, that snicker indicates that people do
have some prejudice, some foregone conclusions of
the occupations gay people may be in, because there
are certain occupations, they say, well, you know, so
what if this guy’s in this type of occupation. That means
he might be gay.

Our legislation also has to protect people in all
occupations, whether it's those that people may be in,
where gayness might be more accepted, or in those
occupations where gayness is not accepted at all. |
think that’s a very important point.

So we’'re not just protecting ourselves. We're
protecting our friends, we’'re protecting our other
workers who may be in the same occupation as we.
| do not want my friends to be discriminated against
because they happen to know me. So we have to change
the mindset of the people in the province and, of course,
across the country. We do this first by introducing this
legislation, just to kind of educate the people that it
is not okay to discriminate against gay people.

Now, | did not get into this gay liberation thing easily.
| was in the closet. | had the very similar attitudes
toward gayness as some of the members of the
legislation. | was very negative against it because that
was the type of community | was brought up in. | began
to hate myself. By the time | was in my mid-20's, | was
at the point of considering suicide because | did not
think | would be accepted as a gay person. | could not
relate to my friends, which | was very close to. I've
always been close to my male friends but | thought,
if they knew | was a fag, they would not like me. They
would reject me.

Well, fortunately, in 1969, | got involved with a gay
liberation group at the University of Minnesota. After
| graduated from the University of Manitoba, | took my
Master’s in Horticultural Science at the University of
Minnesota and, very reluctantly at first, joined a gay
organization, because | was scared. That did give me
the courage to go and tell some of my straight friends
that | was gay. Fortunately - and | think many people
have experienced this - they said, it doesn’t really make
any difference to them.

Then | got a little bit gung-ho in this gay liberation
bit and started running around with Gay Pride buttons
and things like that. That did upset them because they
were afraid of what other people may think of them.
| said, well, you're only feeling some of the fears that
| have felt for years. Our organization - we had kind
of a counselling organization at the University of
Minnesota, which encouraged gay people at the
appropriate time to let their parents know that they
were gay. The appropriate time is when you're feeling
comfortable about being gay yourself, that you have
the economic background, you have the emotional
stability or the emotional strength to take the possibility
of immediate or sometimes a short-term rejection by
parents.

| do not expect people to accept within a few hours
my sexual orientation which took me 26 years to accept,
that’'s how long. So it takes a little while for some of
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my friends to turn around and accept me as a gay
person. However, | was surprised, in most instances,
how quickly this change came. This has borne out, with
only a few exceptions, that most of the people | have
known well before have accepted me, but that does
not protect me from people | do not know well - people
like landlords, people who may be my potential
employers. These are people | did not know before.
They only see that | may be gay.

Now | am taking considerable risk, of course,
appearing here, being unemployed, looking for a job,
being in the public eye. | may be discriminated against
and | have been, being gay. In one case, | applied for
a job in horticulture and, in one of the letters of
references, a personalso included that | was gay, which
had nothing to do with the position whatsoever.

If this legislation went through, that written record
could not have been made. That written record is
probably still in the files at the personnel department
in Alberta. So this type of legislation will keep that type
of record from being put in anybody’s permanent file.

Now, | felt so good about coming out in Minnesota,
of course, | came home and told my parents. It was
no big hassle. In fact, | was a little bit disappointed.
My mother got more reaction when my sister came
home and said she had to get married. But sometimes
I’m disappointed at the reaction, | expected more than
there is. That just shows that most people can accept
it. If my parents can accept it, | think a lot of other
people can.

Anyway, when | got to the University of Manitoba -
gay liberation was a big thing in the States - | helped
bring the gay liberation movement onto campus at the
University of Minnesota. | came back here, there was
no organization in Manitoba as yet. There were some
organizations in Ontario, and the Counselling
Department had some literature from the Ontario
organizations. | approached Gordon Toombs, who was
acounsellor there,and Mac Watch, who was a chaplain
there, and he said, yes, there is a need for gay liberation.
Well, he said, for a group - they didn’t call it gay
liberation, they weren’t ready for that yet - for a group
of gay students at the University of Manitoba, because
they’'ve had people approach them - I'm gay, I'm
troubled about it, | don’t know where to meet other
gay people. | don'’t like the gay scene as it was then,
which was explore the bars and sleazy places to meet.

So we formed our organization and, if you want to
blame anybody for the gay liberation movement, you
can firstblame me. | started it. I'm not the main person
who built it up; | initiated it. But anyway, we started
an organization and many others very quickly became
involved, some at considerable risk to their employment,
especially a captain in the Air Force, who participated
quite actively in our organization.

Now, there’s one thing we advocated right from the
beginning was the inclusion of sexual orientation in The
Human Rights Codes of the Province of Manitoba, of
the country, in union contracts. In some cases, we have
been successful, and other cases we are awaiting
success.

Our organization first built up from that, and it has
branched out into many organizations and many
representations from which you have heard from already
today and from which you will hear more.

| was very pleased to hear the quality of presentations
of the people who presented on our behalf. It fills me
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with pride that this has happened, although it has taken
some time, because it was true when the people who
first came to our organization said you can’t change
things overnight. What good are you going to do us?
In a way it was true. We could not change things
overnight. We're still awaiting legislation, but we have
changed a lot.

When | first entered the gay scene, we could not be
mentioned on radio until after ten o’clock at night. |
was on the John Harvard Show and the Peter Warren
Show in ‘72, but it could not be mentioned. We could
not say that the gay lifestyle was a good one. It was,
from our point of view, equal or could be equal to any
other lifestyle. | say it could be equal because, until
we get sexual orientation included in the Human Rights
Act, it cannot be equal because a lot of people are
too afraid to admit, let alone to themselves, to their
parents, to their friends that they are gay.

Now what has this got to do with the Oscar Wilde
Memorial Society? We established an organization
before this one called Project LAMBDA, which was to
raise funds to establish a gay community centre. We
felt that there were not enough services offered to gay
people, giving them support. We first started counselling
services through GFE, which Chris has already
elaborated on, but we felt that we needed a community.
The gay scene does make a small community out of
a large one, but we wanted a place where gay people
and their friends, straight or gay, and their parents and
kids could meet in comfort. So we began to accumulate
funds in order to establish this organization. Then, the
Oscar Wilde Memorial Society was created to manage
the community centre. The Project Lambda has gone
on to other activities.

The Oscar Wilde Memorial Society was established
in 1980. We established our facility, which was a
restaurant, a licensed club, library, counselling services,
counselling line, and with referral services to health and
legal services. We were forced to move to our present
location where we did lose our restaurant which a lot
of people did enjoy, because they’d come there for a
meal.

People would come to the meal, straight or gay,
because we had many straight friends who have been
at that facility to enjoy our meals. We still have a gay
club. It serves short-order food, it's a licensed premises.
It does have a library, for which we have reference
books which are open to anybody who wishes to use
them and guarantee the return of the books.

We support other organizations. Instead of the money
of private bars just going into the owner’s pocket, our
profits go back into the community in this form of
various services, whether it's increasing the library,
whether it’s supporting the other organizations, such
as Gay Youth Counselling and Homosexuality in
Religion, or other national private funds, which we do
donate to, so any profit goes to that. So the people
who are spending money at that place can rest assured
that any profit being made goes back into the
community and serves the community.

| must say the other gay club does also contribute
to the gay community, although they are a closed club.
That is, they do not like other people in there who are
not gay, although that does not stop straight people
from going there if they wish to declare that. These
new rights may be of some problem to them. | covered
the facilities of the organization.
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Now | think we have to pick up on what this human
rights includes. | see three different areas in human
rights.

First is segregation. Segregation means separate. In
a way, we have been self-segregated and, in a way, we
still are, because we are offering services to our
members which, by rights, should be offered by society
as a whole. But because we have not been able to get
proper services from the rest of society, we have set
up our own at very little expense to the provincial
Treasury. They have helped, on occasion, on some of
our forums. I'm not saying they haven’t; we’'re thankful
in any help they have provided. They also helped with
some of our literature, which we dispersed earlier in
the Seventies, early Seventies. Now segregation, we
hope segregation can end. It may not always totally
end, because gay people may wish to associate with
gay people in certain situations.

Now there’s also another part of it is prejudice.
Prejudice means pre-judging. That's pre-judging the
type of people we are. We are all types of people. Some
of us do fit the stereotypes; most of us do not. | have
been a victim of prejudice, both as a gay person and
of course as a blind person, because everybody has
some ideas what blind people can and cannot do. |
will get back to the comparison a little bit later.

There is also discrimination. Now discrimination
means | don’t like you because of the way you are. It
may not be based on prejudice. They may know that
| can perform my duties well, but just because of very
many beliefs. That is the one that's hardest to deal
with. That says, | don’t want you living in my apartment
because you're gay, not because they have a prejudice,
just because of plain discrimination based on maybe
personal beliefs.

As | said, | have been discriminated against as a gay
person and as a blind person. | would do anything to
get my eyesight back and eliminate that part of
prejudice against blind people, although | would
certainly continue to fight for the rights of the
handicapped. | would not do anything to change my
sexual orientation; | like it.

| believe it's equal, from my viewpoint, to any
alternative lifestyle. But my life would be much more
effective, and those of my gay brothers and sisters if
we had sexual orientation included in the Manitoba
human rights. It would start changing the person’s
mindset. It would end the devaluation of our
relationships. If | meet a guy who | think is neat, | want
to introduce that person to my community and to my
friends.

Many of my friends, who | have an affection for, are
straight. Some are gay, many are straight. Just because
they are straight or gay does not mean that | may not
feel a very deep closeness to them. | have maintained
these close relationships over many, many years. I've
had one guy lived with me for seven years - perfectly
straight. It has been a beautiful relationship. | just hope
that relationship does not jeopardize his chance at
getting a job because he chose to be friends with me.

| want to change the minds of people to saying that
homosexuality is okay. It should make no difference in
jobs, in housing, so that both gay people and their
friends, that friends of gay people should not have any
fear of associating with other gay people because their
job also would not be in jeopardy. We want to have
our lifestyle recognized as a one of value.

23

Remember, | said it's also an affectional relationship.
My sexual orientation was well established long before
| had any personal sexual experience. | was a
homosexual, as | now realize, at age of puberty or
shortly thereafter.

Now, | think I've come to most of the points | wanted
to cover. What | have covered does not exactly cover
what'’s in the brief because you can read it. I'm not
that fast at braille yet, because I've only recently lost
my eyesight and just have kind of headlines here in
braille in front of me.

In conclusion, | have found in the population that |
have been well accepted, even the rural areas of
Manitoba where many of our Conservative members
do come from. | know gay people from small towns
all over Manitoba. Unfortunately, some of them feel
that they have to move out of those areas to come
into Winnipeg; some do not want to. There are even
a few gay farmers which we do meet in the city, on
occasion, when they can get away from their occupation.
It is very uncomfortable for some of them out there
because most of them are not out and they are afraid
of what the reaction of the community may be. But
what is more fearful is those people who already have
jobs especially in those occupations such as teaching,
the Armed Forces, in churches, just because certain
organizations, church organizatons - and | can name
even fundamentalist ones - do have gay members in
their church, who may be actively participating in church
activities such as choir, ldypeople in that church. They
find it very difficult to reconcile the attitudes, especially
of the more fundamentalist church, and their
homosexuality because they do want to have a
relationship equal before God. They would like to have
- and if they have a strong belief in God - to have them
recognize their affection for a fellow person of the same
sex.

We want, of course, equal treatment under the law,
not special treatment. We want to be able to redress
any grievances we have, if we feel that we have been
discriminated against in a job with an unnecessary firing
because somebody has found out that we were gay.
We have been booted out of our residence because
the landlord does not want gay people in the residence.
This may become more important with the recent
increase in homophobia because of AIDS. I'm sure this
won't last long because, as you know, this affliction is
spreading rapidly through the straight community,
unfortunately. But anyway, we want equal treatment
under the law, not special treatment.

Equal treatment does mean that, if | have a person
who is in a special relation to me, | want to be able
to leave him, in a will, my property. | would like that
so it's uncontested that he can inherit that without
paying exorbitant inheritance tax as a non-relative
would. If | establish a relationship - | don’t know who
might be the senior working partner - that | would be
the recipient or he’d be the recipient of special benefits,
as resulting of either of our employment. Retirement
benefits, that could be very important because, as a
gay person, | maybe dedicate my life to another person,
just the same as a straight person may dedicate their
life to another person. They can receive benefits. If |
do that, | cannot receive the same benefits as a spouse
in a heterosexual marriage. Now some people have
asked why do people . . .
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please.
There are 75 people on the list.

MR. P GRAHAM: Okay, | will just conclude that, as
an organization that caters to both gay and straight
people, we need this protection, not only for gay people
but also for those who are our friends and who affiliate
with us.

Thank you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Questions? Hearing none, we thank
Mr. Phillip Graham.

May | request all presenters on the rule of
consideration for others that their presentation be long
enough to be relevant, short enough to be interesting?
There are 75 people and we want everybody to have
an opportunity. We are ready to stay here until the wee
hours of the morning, if necessary.

Mr. Rick North, representing the Winnipeg Gay Media
Collective, is the next presenter.

MR. R. NORTH: I'm representing tonight the Winnipeg
Gay Media Collective, but many of you are familiar
faces to me. There are a few new faces but, in a way,
it feels a little bit like coming home for me.

| think I'd like to start out by reading a couple of
excerpts from the brief. The first section in the brief
is a short description of the organization that | represent
and what it does. The Winnipeg Gay Media Collective
is an organization of gay men and women, which
produces regular radio and television broadcasting and
audio-visual educational materials on topics relating to
homosexual persons.

The Collective began the production of a weekly radio
program in 1977, which was followed by weekly Cable
television programming since 1980. In total, we have
produced and aired nearly 500 broadcasts. In addition,
we have cooperated with other broadcasters, including
the CBC, in the production of special programming for
their use. We offer a wide range of educational materials
on homosexuality in video and audio formats, both
derived from our weekly programming and also
developed specifically for educational purposes. Our
objective is to provide to both gay and non-gay people
an accurate and complete impression of the lives of
homosexual men and women.

Now I'd like to skip to the end of the brief and simply
read the concluding section in the section, ‘‘Our
Observations,” and then “Our Conclusion.” Section
(e), because the Manitoba Human Rights Act exists
and, more importantly, because it enumerates
prohibited grounds of discrimination, a failure or refusal
to include sexual orientation specifically authorizes
continued persecution of and discrimination against
Manitobans who are homosexual.

This addition of the act was composed in the midst
of the debate about the social status of homosexual
persons. At each stage of the development of this
legislation, it was proposed that sexual orientation be
added. In other words, ample opportunity and
prompting has occurred to permit the inclusion of
protection against sexual orientation discrimination.
Since sexual orientation was self-evidently not included
heretofore in the act, it is evident that Manitoba’'s
legislators did not mean to include it. The conclusion
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which is drawn from this, by reasonable persons, is
that sexual orientation discrimination is permitted by
nothing less than the province’s chief statement against
discrimination.

The same conclusion will be drawn from a new act
if it is not passed with sexual orientation included among
the prohibited grounds for discrimination. The
Government of Manitoba will have sent a clear signal
that the traditional and habitual contempt felt towards
homosexuals is endorsed, and that discrimination
against us is approved, having been by your very
proceedings, considered and authorized.

Our conclusion and our recommendation: We
conclude from all this that there is no good reason to
oppose and much to require the provision of protection
against civil rights abuse for Manitobans who are
homosexual, and that can only be accomplished by
adding sexual orientation to the prohibited grounds of
discrimination in the Manitoba Human Rights Act.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there questions for Mr. North?

MR. R. NORTH: | had a few points that | wanted to
make in addition to the brief itself. In considering this
legislation, the Opposition arguments have always
begun, we're not opposed to discrimination, but
including sexual orientation as prohibited grounds
means that the legislation gives special status to this
particular segment of the population. It somehow will
make homosexuals a legitimate minority group.
Somehow it makes homosexuality an equivalent lifestyle
or that it will make homosexuality acceptable. That has
been the thrust of the argument.

It seems that nobody is opposed to the protection
of people, for whatever reason, from discrimination.
Now it seems to me that, if that's the position of all
of the members of the Legislature, there’s no reason
why they would object to the passage of this legislation.
That’s all it does.

If the legislators would simply stop at that point,
saying we’'re opposed to discrimination and refrain from
going into all of their conjecture about what protecting
the human rights of this minority group might entail,
then the legislation would proceed as it should.
Unfortunately, the Opposition has introduced a whole
lot of arguments about what might happen if sexual
orientation is added to the Human Rights Act.

Now these arguments are not specific to sexual
orientation. They are equally applicable to any other
prohibited ground in the legislation. For instance,
consider sex. It might very well have been argued that,
by including sex in the Manitoba Human Rights Act,
it is going to make it a lot easier for women to enter
the labour force to the extent that you decrease
discrimination against women in the labour force. It
makes it a lot easier for them to get jobs. Now that
might result in a lot of women who might have stayed
at home and raised their children and spent that time
in motherhood pursuits, utilizing day care and getting
jobs. That’s a kind of lifestyle factor that could be
considered to be a result of protecting the human rights
of women in regard to equal access to employment.

Similarly, marital status, you might have argued when
marital status was included, well this is going to mean
that people who are divorced have an equal status with
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people who are married. It constitutes a kind of
condoning of divorce, and that’s against many people’s
religious and moral beliefs. The Catholic Church doesn’t
recognize divorce.

If you're going to utilize the Human Rights Act to
enshrine a particular moral code, then you should be
consistent. Marital status shouldn’t be in there if you
think that The Human Rights Code should follow the
religious beliefs of the Roman Catholic Church for
instance.

Now the question of whether or not providing simple
recourse in cases of discrimination is going to lead to
greater acceptance, that is an extremely kind of vague
argument. It's obviously the case that, to the extent
that you remove taboos or sanctions against something,
people are going to feel less threatened.

It was said that, until recently, there were no
homosexuals in Red China, a country of - what is it?
- 700 million people. The penalty for homosexuality was
death in Red China. Obviously, you weren’t going to
be open about being homosexual in that sort of
situation. Similarly, you might have argued in 1969,
when homosexual acts were decriminalized, this is just
the foot in the door. If we decriminalize these acts,
what’s going to happen next? It's going to undermine
the entire moral order.

It is the case, it seems to me - and we would be
misrepresenting the situation if we claimed that when
people are no longer in fear of losing their jobs or being
evicted from their housing - that they are not going to
be as covert about being homosexual. They're not going
to live the hypocritical lives that they have had to until
this point. To that extent, to the extent that you have
removed one of the sanctions against being a
homosexual in our society, people are going to be more
open about themselves.

My experience in my life has been that, while at first
for my family and friends it was difficult, they're
extremely supportive now. | have a large extended family
all through rural Manitoba, and they've been terrific -
extremely supportive.

They have accepted me in a way that they couldn’t
at the start. | believe that the extent to which people
are open about being homosexual, people will come
to understand that they are not destructive, that their
acceptance in families and so on is not going to
represent any kind of undermining of the social order,
and so there will be a growing acceptance.

But that was the case with all of the other prohibited
grounds. Political belief - it could have been argued
that if you remove the sanction against, well,
Communism and Nazism, are the obvious political
beliefs that have been persecuted in our society, that
people are going to feel freer to be Communists or
Nazis and they're going to feel freer about expressing
their opinions.

To a certain extent, that’s true, but the point is we
live in a pluralistic society in which it's accepted that
there is not a monolithic social order. The people have
the right within the parameters of the criminal law to
choose how to live their lives so that, by providing
simple basic protection in employment, housing and
accommodation of public services, it may result in more
openness.

But quite frankly, my belief is that these kinds of
ordinances make very little difference. If you look in
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other cities and particularly in the United States, some
of the most powerful gay communities exist in places
which still don’t have any kind of human rights
protection. The gay movement, the kind of emergence
of a gay community in society, it's happening quite
independent of changes in law, and | don’t think this
is going to have much influence at all in terms of what
happens.

What it will do is simply provide individual people °
with some kind of recourse when they experience
discrimination. When someone is fired from their job,
they'll be able to go to the Human Rights Commission,
make a complaint and the commission will have some
kind of jurisdiction to investigate that complaint. All of
this other speculation about endorsing homosexual
marriages or teaching it in the schools, | mean this is
just a lot of nonsense. It has absolutely nothing to do
with the nature of human rights legislation or the intent
of including sexual orientation. Sexual orientation will
do nothing more nor less than give people, when they're
fired from their jobs, some kind of recourse.

| would just like to conclude by reading a few pieces
of evidence which indicate that currently there is no
protection from discrimination and that, if it is in fact
the case that you believe discrimination is wrong, then
| think you’re under an obligation to do something about
it. When you express your concerns, you should have
some concern about discrimination which is going to
go unaddressed unless you add specific reference to
the act, and | would just like to read these pieces of
evidence.

In 1974, there was a story in the paper about a case
in which a printer refused to print a pamphlet which
was submitted by a homosexual group. “Jim White,
Manitoba’s chief human rights officer, said yesterday,
‘Unfortunately there is nothing in the act that covers
the people in that movement. As a group they have
no protection.” He said that sometimes he can do
something for individual cases, but there is nothing
that legally protects homosexuals from discrimination;
they're going to have to push the public for it.”” That
was 1974.

In 1976, at that time Harvey Motz was the executive
director of the commission, and he stated: ‘‘At present,
cases involving homosexuals are termed ‘b’ cases, and
the legislation gives the commission no power to
prohibit discrimination against homosexuals.”

Another case, the headline is, “Not illegal to deny
jobs to homosexuals - judge.” This was actually a story
about a case in Saskatchewan. ‘“Denying employment
on the basis of homosexuality or sexual orientation
cannot be interpreted as sex discrimination under the
Saskatchewan Fair Employment Practices Act, Justice
Johnson ruled.” Mr. Justice Johnson held that the
provision of the act prohibiting employment
discrimination on the basis of sex would generally be
considered to be about whether the person in question
was a man or a woman, not on the basis of sexual
orientation.

A letter from The Human Rights Commission to Gays
for Equality - Gays for Equality had complained about
a case of discrimination. It's Harry Monk, a human
rights development councillor, and he writes: ‘‘As you
indicated quite correctly in your letter, Mr. Struther’s
complaint cannot be processed by the commission at
this time because sexual orientation has not yet been



Thursday, 9 July, 1987

included among the prohibited grounds for
discrimination contained in section 6(1), which of course
deals with employment practices.”

And then of course, the case in 1983 which has
provided the Opposition with a lot of fuel for their fire,
about the Rothstein decision, the extension of spousal
benefits to the partners of homosexual employees, ‘‘Gay
civil servant loses benefits battle.” The ruling said that
the denial of dental benefits is because of Vogel's sexual
preference, not his gender, but because there is no
reference to sexual orientation under The Human Rights
Act. Adjudicator Marshall Rothstein said he could not
rule on whether Vogel was being discriminated against
because he is homosexual.

| would like to read from that judgment: “There is
no expressed reference to sexual orientation as a basis
on which discrimination is prohibited under section 6.
The absence of such words suggests that the intent
of the Legislature was not to cover sexual orientation
as prohibited grounds of discrimination. Had that been
its intention, there has been ample opportunity for the
Manitoba Legislature to amend the Manitoba Human
Rights Act to cover homosexuality or sexual orientation,
and its failure to do so confirms that it did not so
intend. To hold that the Manitoba Human Rights Act
covers homosexuality or sexual orientation would be
to legislate in an area that Legislature did not intend.”

So it's very clear that there is no protection under
the current act and that, if you believe discrimination
is wrong, then you have an obligation to provide some
reference in the act which will provide protection for
discrimination on this ground.

One other little thing | would like to finish up with,
you seem to be very concerned about spousal benefits.
Well, I'm the spouse in question and | can tell you my
teeth are fine and I'm perfectly prepared to go without
any benefits under the employee benefit plan, providing
that we don’t have to pay for benefits that we don't
receive. If Chris receives some kind of rebate for
benefits that are systematically denied to him, then
there’s no issue as far as we're concerned. For us, it's
a simple example of discrimination, systematic denial
of benefits which are provided to other employees for
which we must pay equally. The issue for us is fair
treatment and the argument that we’re seeking some
sort of special status is, in our opinion, nonsense.

Thank you very much.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there questions for clarification?
Hearing none, thank you, Mr. North.

MR. R. NORTH: Thank you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The next presenter will be Dr. A.E.
Millward, representing the Council on Homosexuality
and Religion.

Dr. Millward.

DR. A. MILLWARD: Mr. Chairman, members of the
committee, the Council on Homosexuality and Religion
is a Manitoba based non-profit organization founded
in 1976 with a membership comprising both individuals
and religious and social service agencies.

Our primary object is, through the dissemination of
information, to eliminate the unwarranted prejudice
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against homosexual persons, specifically in the religious
context.

The work of the Council brings us into contact and
communication with individuals and organizations far
more numerous and varied than our own membership.
We are enabled to become familiar with the
circumstances and experiences of many homosexual
women and men, and with the attitudes and perplexities
of many non-homosexual persons.

Our intermediary function thus gives us an unusually
balanced insight into the diverse factors at work in the
interaction between the lesbian/gay community and
society at large.

The Council supports the amending of The Manitoba
Human Rights Act so as to include sexual orientation
as a prohibited ground of discrimination. We note that
this prohibition has been enacted in the Provinces of
Quebec, Ontario and in the Yukon Territory, and has
been proposed for inclusion in the federal act upon
the recommendation of the House of Commons
Committee on Equality Rights.

We believe that sexual orientation needs to be named
explicitly in human rights legislation, because it has
been amply demonstrated that neither the general
provisions of such legislation nor any present specific
categories afford protection to sexual minorities. We
believe that it ought to be named explicitly because
the minority sexual orientations are, at present, exposed
to discriminatory acts which are not justified through
any social harm inherent in the orientations as such.

There ought not to be but there is still need to
emphasize that, in seeking this protection, the minority
sexual orientations are not seeking to be protected
against the consequences of wrongdoing, of law-
breaking, of incompetence or of any penalized disability.
This suspicion is not raised when other protected
categories are under scrutiny. That it is raised in the
case of minority sexual orientations is a measure of
the prejudice which needs to be curtailed and
eradicated.

Legal protection does not eradicate prejudice, but
it can curtail the manifestations of prejudice, while public
education works at eradicating the prejudice itself. It
appears to us that, on each side of this controversy,
there are two main categories of argument. For us who
urge the amendment of the act, there is first the fact
of discriminatory acts which would not have taken place
or which would have been reversed if sexual minorities
were already protected; and secondly, the expectation
of discrimination which presently beclouds the lives of
all those belonging to a sexual minority.

For those who oppose the amendment, there is first
the belief that the encouragement which would thus
be given to the sexual minorities would lead to several
specific deplorable social consequences; and secondly,
the fear that any attempt to protect these minorities
will divide and damage the social fabric. To make an
adequate examination of these four categories would
require treatises far exceeding the scope of this brief,
but we think it useful to comment upon them.

It has become commonplace for the opponents of
the amendment to assert that anything which could be
taken to legitimize minority sexuality will contribute to
the disintegration, rather than to the affirmation of the
family unit, which is seen both as the characteristic
unit of our society and as the necessary source and
defence of whatever is valued by our society.
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In the view of the Council, the open acceptance of
homosexual persons holds no threat at all to the family
structure, nor to anything else valued by and valuable
to Canadian society.

The encouragement of self-disclosure which legal
protection would give, would not, could not increase
the number of homosexual persons, but it would enable
all that number to make a more integrated contribution
to society. It would not reduce the number of
homosexual persons living in family units. Rather it
would increase the number living in units less liable to
fracture, because less strained by sexual
imcompatability or by social hostility.

One factor contributing to family disintegration is the
ignorance of individuals about the nature of sexuality,
and about the sexual characteristic which make for
family stability. This ignorance will continue until
openness about sexual diversity is encouraged by
prohibiting discrimination. In general, it may be said
that homosexuals grow up imbibing the values of the
heterosexual majority surrounding them. To the extent
that those values are embodied in forms made
inaccessible to a homosexual, for example, present
marriage forms, the homosexual is bound to be critical
of the forms and may seem, in criticizing the forms,
to be criticizing the values. When homosexuals are free
to create forms for themselves, the forms remain
embodiments of the values they have learned from their
society.

Again, it is asserted the children will suffer if sexual
minorities are freed from constraint. It is asserted that
they will suffer either directly, through physicial
molestation or through being seduced into joining a
minority, or through coming to believe that members
of these minorities can be suitable role models. None
of these is a substantial argument.

Human rights protection is not a protection against
infractions of the law. It is amply documented that child
molestors are proportionally as insignificant among
sexual minorities as among the sexual majority. It is
amply documented that whatever goes into the making
of a member of a sexual minority, the most negligible
element is solicitation by an older member. It is a strange
comment upon our society if we want to shield our
children from persons different from themselves for
fear that they might see something admirable in those
persons.

On the other hand, children are among the victims
of the present discrimination. If they belong to the sexual
majority, they learn an intolerance which is harmful to
themselves and to others. If they belong to a sexual
minority, they learn an unwarranted and crippling shame
of their own nature. If they have a parent belonging to
a minority, they are liable both to the pain of a divided
home and to the ridicule of their innocently ignorant
peers. A beginning of alleviating all these regrettable
situations lies in amending the act.

Again it is argued that members of the sexual majority
ought not, because of legislative provision, to have to
tolerate the open presence of sexual minorities on their
property, in their businesses. They seek to retain the
same kind of freedom as is cherished by the whites
of South Africa and of the southern States. All of us,
to be sure, would prefer to be free from whatever
happens to grate upon us. The law gives all of us a
measure of that freedom, but it must also set limits
upon it.
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Those who oppose the amendment hold over our
heads the threat of the rending of the social fabric. In
the experience of the Council, this concern arises among
religionists and politicians. In each group, there are
those who have been persuaded that this amendment
is both needed and just, but who recognize also that
they have colleagues and constituents who are so
rootedly opposed that they would rather rend the
institution, parish or party than agree to this
amendment. Consequently, the advocates of reform go
as far as making statements supporting the amendment,
but stop short of taking any active measures.

(Mr. Deputy Chairman, M. Dolin, in the Chair.)

In our view, if those who assume a responsibility for
the welfare of their people, whether in church or in
state, do not put that responsibility and that welfare
first in their concern, then they have ceased to fulfill
their own social role. In both church and state, it has
become an easy argument to say that there is a
responsibility toward the proponents of the status quo,
as well as towards the advocates of change. What is
obscured by this excuse for inaction is the fact that
the status quo favours the majority, disadvantages the
minorities, whereas the proposed amendment would
protect the minorities without any illegitimate disservice
to the majority.

Employment, housing and the use of public facilities
generally are the areas of most immediate concern in
the application of human rights legislation. These are
all areas in which the sexual minorities suffer
discrimination. Documentation is inadequate to the
reality because the minorities have learned, on the one
hand, the futility of the feeling to human rights tribunals
which can acknowledge no responsibility towards them;
on the other, the risks attended upon drawing attention
to the cause of their injuries.

Other areas of concern may not come directly within
the purview of human rights legislation and may not
be so universalin their application, but will nevertheless,
in the long run, be affected by this amendment either
through indirect legal implications or through the effect
upon attitudes.

There is a whole range of issues attached to long-
term homosexual relationships and their recognition in
law, questions of tax and insurance benefits, of property
and inheritance, of child custody.

There are other matters where the law is explicitly
discriminatory, as in the age of consent or where it is
commonly interpreted or administered in a
discriminatory fashion, as in the regulation of public
conduct. Where any form of this discrimination comes
into play, it is either a direct expression of prejudice
or a consequence of prejudice-inspired fears.

Whether the prejudice is a result of ignorance or is
merely a distaste for the unfamiliar, it is unacceptable
as a norm for regulating society. If, on the other hand,
the lawmakers suppose that the prejudice is justified
by the reality, they have a responsibility to demonstrate
that the reality is detrimental to society and is rightly
constrained by discrimination in law.

The Council is convinced that no impartial
examination of the realities of homosexual life will justify
either the discrimination or the prejudice. It is easy
enough for any individual to misapprehend the attitudes
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of another but, so long as the misapprehension exists,
the consequences are as if it corresponded to the reality.
Those of us whose circumstances have encouraged or
enabled or compelled us to declare our divergence
from the sexual norm have often discovered that the
consequences were less disastrous than we had
expected. Those persons of importance, materially or
emotionally in our lives, did not uniformly cast us off.
This experience tends to make us somewhat impatient
of others who remain attached to the fears we ourselves
once held and to make us forgetful of the many other
circumstances which lead to less happy conclusions.

Many homosexuals in fact still have good reason for
continuing to conceal their orientation. Family and
friendships are still disruptive, jobs are lost and careers
thwarted. Because these are facts in the lives of many
homosexuals, the fears they inspiredominate needlessly
the lives of many more.

In the opinion of the Council, the damage caused in
this way is far more extensive and perhaps also far
deeper-reaching than the damage of particular acts of
discrimination.

One can deal with and dispose of any particular injury.
A lifetime is often not long enough to heal the wounds
of that more nebulous dread, and it will need a new
generation brought up in freedom to grow unscarred
by the ways all of us here have known.

One cannot legislate away an atmosphere, but
legislative reform will open up a number of arenas in
which the sexual minorities can move more freely. It
is not only the minorities. Employers, for instance, who
are at present pressured less by their own prejudices
than out of a cautious regard for the presumed
prejudices of others could then concentrate upon the
relevant qualifications of employees.

Reform will encourage more individuals to be open
and honest about their nature and their life and, in so
doing, they will simultaneously give hope and confidence
to their fellows and belie the erroneous images held
by others.

In conclusion, the Council wishes to emphasize what
is at stake and the choice before the Manitoba
Legislature in accepting or rejecting sexual orientation
as a prohibited ground of discrimination in the Human
Rights Act.

We know that the life of the ordinary homosexual
woman or man is as blameless and as productive as
that of any other member of our society. But we say
that to continue the exclusion of the sexual minorities
from protection is equivalent to saying that existing
prejudices are warranted, that existing myths are fact,
that existing injuries are merited, that the intolerance
meted out on the one side and the indignities suffered
on the other are in accordance with justice; in a word,
that black is white and falsehood is truth.

To accept the inclusion of sexual orientation is one
step toward righting the wrongs of generations against
women and men whose different sexuality has exposed
them to every degree of persecution. To accept the
inclusion is one step toward freeing not only the sexual
minorities but all women and men from a tyranny
imposed upon all, majority and minorities alike, by the
misunderstanding and thwarting of human sexuality.

Thank you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Questions to Dr. Millward? Hearing
none, we thank you, sir.
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For record purposes, we understand the person next
on the list acting through another will simply submit a
written brief for distribution.

So we go immediately to Constable K.R. Elliott or
D.J. Hamilton, representing the Brandon City Police
Department.

Constable Elliott, D.J. Hamilton, second time. Having
no response, we go to Constable R. Chrismas, Brandon
City Police. Constable R. Chrismas. No response.

Mr. Lyle Dick, Project LAMBDA Inc. Mr. Dick.

MR. L. DICK: Mr. Chairman, just a small correction,
my name is Lyle Dick, but thank you very much. I'm
pleased to appear here before you on behalf of my
organization, Project LAMBDA Inc.

Here are copies of my brief for distribution and, just
before entering into it, | would like to just make a couple
of preparatory comments, brief comments if | may.

First of all, | was very surprised to hear on an early
afternoon newscast this afternoon, on CBC a.m. radio,
that gay rights organizations were opposing the
government’s sexual orientation initiative, because |
was here this morning for the entire committee hearing
and that certainly does not jibe with what | heard. What
| heard was gay organizations strongly commending
the government for its sexual orientation, human rights
initiative, and pointing out that they believed, in order
to achieve the aims intended in the legislation, that an
improvement in the textual wording of the definition
of sexual orientation should be given serious
consideration. | understand, from a later news
broadcast, that the Attorney-General is taking those
suggestions under advisement and is preparing an
amendment.

So | just want it to be absolutely clear to the CBC
and everyone else that gay and lesbian organizations
of this province are highly supportive of the
government’s initiative, and we congratulate the
Attorney-General and the government for taking a
courageous and very far-thinking approach to this
legislation.

Secondly, | would just like to very briefly address
one of the comments made earlier by Mr. Sidney Green,
leader of the Progressive Party, in which he equated
sexual orientation with sexual gratification. | think we
are very disturbed by this misconstruction of what it
means to be gay or lesbian, because to be gay or
lesbian is to have a collection of attributes which goes
far beyond one’s means of sexual gratification. In fact,
there are a number of gay and lesbian people who
don’t have sexual relations. That is their choice. But
to be gay or lesbian means to have the capacity to
enter into loving relationships with other human beings,
among other attributes, and we very much regret this
reduction of our identities to the seeking of mere sexual
gratification. Let that not stand, in any way, as an
accurate definition of what it is to be gay or lesbian.
Having said that, I'd like to enter into my brief, which
is not very long.

Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, Project
LAMBDA, a non-profit gay community service
organization in the Province of Manitoba, appears
before you to support the inclusion of sexual orientation
among the prohibited grounds of discrimination in the
Manitoba Human Rights Act.
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We applaud the Attorney-General and the
government for taking this very important human rights
initiative at this time, and we endorse the other positive
reforms in Bill 47 relating to prohibiting discrimination
on grounds of pregnancy and political activity. The
sexual orientation amendment will do much to reduce
discrimination against gay and lesbian people, and will
contribute to our developing a genuinely pluralistic
society in Manitoba.

One of the most regrettable by-products of non-
inclusion of minority protections in the Human Rights
Act is violence against unpopular minorities, as has
occurred against such groups as Jewish and black
people in the past. It was not until their rights were
entrenched that violence against these groups was
reduced. A 1983 study cited numerous examples of
unprovoked violence against gay men in Winnipeg,
including at least one murder. The usual assailants were
street gangs of young men. On June 8 of this year, a
news story on the CBC television program, ‘‘The
National,” indicated that such examples of homophobic
violence have recently increased, largely as a result of
the public’'s paranoia over AIDS and is blaming gay
men for its spread, and that story was prepared in
Winnipeg, based on Winnipeg evidence.

Clearly, these wanton acts have emerged in a social
context in which gays and lesbians have been devalued
by hideous stereotypes. We simply do not see this kind
of street terrorism being carried out against
heterosexuals on the basis of their sexual orientation.
We believe that the great majority of Manitobans do
not support the commission of violent acts against
anyone, gay or straight, but all of us must recognize
our collective responsibility to establish a social and
political climate in which such violence will be
discouraged rather than passively encouraged.

In terms of denial of services and employment, a
number of cases of clear-cut discrimination have
occurred in our province in recent years. At least one
serviceman, stationed in Winnipeg, was thrown out of
the army because he was discovered to be gay in his
private life. On another occasion, all the gay employees
on a tourist leisure craft were fired wholesale because
the management decided they didn’t want homosexuals
working for them.

There have been other instances of teachers being
told by principals, on discovering them to be gay, to
leave quietly rather than face open dismissal. In none
of these reported cases was there any question of
impropriety or incompetence. Their offence was simply
to be homosexual in their private lives, and is that an
offence? Were these people’s human rights already
protected under existing legislation, as some opponents
of the sexual orientation amendment claim? Did they
have full recourse to the full protection of The Manitoba
Human Rights Act? For those persons who have
experienced direct persecution and the loss of
employment because of their sexual orientation, this
argument must surely seem a cruel joke.

Some critics argue that the inclusion of sexual
orientation in the Human Rights Act would confer on
gays and lesbians a ‘‘special status,” while at the same
time stating that they do not believe that homosexual
lifestyles should be equal to heterosexual lifestyles. The
claim, moreover, that the passage of this legislation
would encourage young people to adopt homosexual
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lifestyles, that these arguments are not well-founded
is easily demonstrated. To be protected from injury is
not to be treated specially, but to be accorded the
right, like everyone else, to live a peaceful life free from
harassment.

The argument that the legislation would make
homosexual lifestyles the equal of heterosexual ones
is similarly not true. The revised Manitoba Human Rights
Act says nothing about condoning lifestyles. It states
simply that there should be no unreasonable
discrimination against homosexual, bisexual or
heterosexual persons. With respect to the argument
that prohibiting discrimination against gays and lesbians
would promote the adoption of homosexual lifestyles,
there is absolutely no scientific evidence to support
this contention.

Psychologists, psychiatrists and sociologists generally
agree that sexual orientation is formed quite early in
life. Eliminating discrimination might make it easier for
gays and lesbians to acknowledge their sexual identities,
rather than to live in terror of discovery. The passage
of a provincial statute has never been known to alter
a person’s sexual orientation.

We, in Project LAMBDA, understand that a
considerable degree of opposition to our rights still
exists amongst constituencies such as some religious
groups, who choose to regard homosexuality as a sin.
We realize that these views are often deeply felt and
we do not criticize those who hold them. But as we
do not presume to tell Manitobans what religious beliefs
they should hold, we must insist that likewise no group
should impose its values on our right to live free from
discrimination. To suggest that one should do so runs
absolutely counter to all principles of freedom in a
democratic society.

It therefore behooves all of us to come to terms with
our differences and to try to co-exist in mutual respect
and cooperation. We assert that this is the only
prescription for survival in the 1980’s. It is a far bigger
issue than the rights of one group or another. This is
one step that we all must take if we are to move toward
the goal of developing a truly human community.

In the last decade, greater numbers of gays and
lesbians have found it less necessary to conceal their
sexual orientations to friends, families and others. We
are increasingly visible in asserting our rights to live
openly just like everyone else.

In the face of empirical evidence that we are and
always have been law-abiding, responsible, contributing
members of society, the old stereotypes are crumbling
fast. We are seen to belong to all vocations and social
groupings. We work as plumbers, doctors, athletes and
accountants and many other professions. We contribute
to and organize public educational, sporting and cultural
events, even film festivals, and we pay a thousand times
as much in taxes as we receive in government grants
for these events. If some of our province's citizens have
given up on us, we have not given up on society. We
remain deeply committed to helping build a more
tolerant and democratic society.

A sexual orientation amendment to the Manitoba
Human Rights Act will go far to speed this process.
We do not ask for any favours or special status, but
rather the right to live knowing that we cannot be fired,
evicted or refused services simply for being who we
are. We have much to give our province and country
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and we say that all Manitobans, not just gays and
lesbians, will benefit from this legislation.

We respectfully urge all members of the Manitoba
Legislative Assembly to support it.

Thank you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Questions?
The Member for Brandon West.

MR. J. McCRAE: Sir, one of the first items you referred
to in your presentation had to do with violence against
what you called minorities, and you said that one of
the most regrettable by-products of non-inclusion of
minority protections in the Human Rights Act is violence
against unpopular minorities.

The Criminal Code deals with violence and it makes
no mention of violence against minorities. It just makes
mention of violence against individuals. In each case,
there are sanctions. In the case of assault, very serious
sanctions are provided and it doesn’t talk about who
is the subject of the violence. The Criminal Code is
there to protect people from that.

MR. L. DICK: Sir, I'm glad you raised that point because
indeed the problem is, in the current climate, the vast
majority of victims of homophobic violence are so afraid
to reveal their sexual orientations for fear of reprisals.
Indeed the laying of charges would entail their having
to come out to declare themselves in terms of their
sexual orientation, that regrettably the number of
prosecutions which we see is nothing but a very tiny
minority of the overall incidents of homophobic violence.
We can arrange to give you a copy of this report,
published in 1983, which documented numerous
examples of unprovoked, hideous beatings of gay men,
for no other reason than they were gay, most of whom
were afraid - for fear of losing their jobs - to come
forward to press charges or to report these crimes to
the police.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Portage.

MR. E. CONNERY: You said that your sexuality is
determined early in life. Do people not acquire
homosexual tendencies later in life? My concern is: If
it’'smade an alternate lifestyle, will we encourage people
to become homosexuals?

MR. L. DICK: Sir, | don’t believe there is any danger
of that happening. Psychologists have written
extensively on this question and the general consensus
is that, if homosexuality is acquired, it is acquired within
the first two to three years of life. It is true that, in
many cases, one’s sexual orientation does not become
obvious to the person himself or herself until the age
of puberty, when we acquire those secondary sexual
characteristics and we begin to feel attracted towards
one gender or the other. That's when it becomes
apparent.

Now it is true that many gay and lesbian people,
myself included, were forced to try to suppress our
feelings, because we didn’t want to face up to the kinds
of stereotypes that we grew up believing that
homosexuals were. | didn’t come out of the closet until
| was in my 20’s. | spent my teens basically trying to
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deny my basic identity. | don’t think it is possible - and
certainly this is the consensus of scientists - to change
a person’s sexual orientation, no.

MR. E. CONNERY: You mentioned being free from
discrimination and the beatings. | have to agree with
you that those things are repulsive that, because you’re
a homosexual, you should be beaten for that particular
reason or fired from a job.

Do you think that homosexuality should be taught
in school or exhibited as being a normal alternate
lifestyle?

MR. L. DICK: Sir, | don’t know whether | want to deal
with that in terms of what | believe because we'’re
addressing a Human Rights Code which in no way
provides for those sorts of things.

| believe the children actually should be given straight
answers by qualified professionals regarding sexuality
at an age at which they’re capable of handling the
information. If children want to find out about
homosexuality, | believe somebody should be in a
professional situation to give them the information they
need, but whether the proper forum for that is in Family
Life Education courses or whatever, that is a decision
for governments to make. In any event, your question
does not relate in any way to the provisions of the
Manitoba Human Rights Act.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Other questions? Hearing none,
thank you, Mr. Dick.

MR. L. DICK: Thank you very much.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The next presenter is Mr. Nick
Ternette, Urban Resource Centre Inc.

MR. N. TERNETTE: Mr. Chairperson, committee
members, before | begin with my brief, I'd like to
preamble.

Having listened this morning to the comments to The
Human Rights Legislation Act, especially Sid Green’s
very interesting comments, philosophical comments,
I’d like to just clarify some perspectives on legislation,
what legislation is and what it can or can’t do.
Legislation does not legislate morality. At least, I've
never believed any legislation ever legislates morality
or feelings, as Sid Green might have suggested. If it
does, | wouldn’t believe in the human rights legislation
either.

Legislation does not stop discrimination; it never has
and never will. If it did, we wouldn’t need a Human
Rights Commission to enforce the legislation. We would
just have the legislation, as Sid Green indicates, and
carry on that way. But what is does do, legislation is
a tool, a tool for individuals to use to protect their rights
under whatever circumstances. Just like strike is a tool;
like pickets are a tool; boycotts are tools; and
demonstrations are tools, so is legislation, and that’s
the way this kind of human rights legislation should be
viewed.

Now, I'm here today on behalf of the Urban Resource
Centre to comment on the proposed bill as a whole
today and its implication to society as a whole. While
it’s unfortunate that the NDP took over four years to
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bring forth this progressive legislation, as this Human
Rights Commission had held public hearings in 1983,
| still must congratulate the NDP for taking the
courageous step in introducing this new human rights
legislation and ensuring that people’s rights are
protected, and moving this province into the mainstream
of society as a whole.

Firstly, let us deal with the homosexual clause - and
| won’t deal too long with it. There have been far more
eloquent speakers than myself on this particular issue
which, by the way, as some people have mentioned,
does not only include homosexual, but heterosexual
and bisexual consenting adults which | think that clause
should be amended - | agree with all the other speakers
on that - thereby ensuring, in fact, that all human rights
of all Canadians are protected, not just minority rights,
if we include heterosexual as part of that clause, which
it is.

Secondly, a large increasing minority of homosexual
and bisexual, ranging anywhere statistically from 10
percent to 15 percent of the total population will now
be given the same human rights, not more rights, as
any other minority individuals, those who belong to
political or religious minorities, bringing this province
in line with two other provinces who already have such
legislation, namely, Quebec and Ontario, and |
understand the Yukon has just also adopted this
particular situation.

In fact, in spite of the protestations of the Catholic
Church and other religious leaders, as well as a lot of
members of the Progressive Conservative Party, the
human rights legislation neither approves nor
disapproves of homosexuality or heterosexuality or
bisexuality, but deals with the issue of sexual orientation
in ensuring that all sexual orientations are protected
in regard to services, accommodations and
employment.

In fact, it amuses me to some extent to hear about
some church members attacking the homosexual
protection rights when, in fact, in all the churches, you
will find a great deal, many homosexuals who have
been in the church community, as well as the priesthood,
being homosexuals. Whether they are practising or not
is certainly not the question. We're not dealing with
lifestyle. We're dealing with the protection, particularly
relating to the issue of sexual orientation. So in fact,
in these cases, | would argue they need protection both
on religious rights and sexual orientation rights.

The only other comment | wish to make, in some of
my personal experience, a limited experience, that I've
had working in a community as a community activist
in the field, | have noticed and seen many older
generations of homosexuals who have achieved high
status in the social services fields - executive directors
of many agencies, etc.,, etc.- who were repressed
homosexuals because they feared for their lives to ever
be exposed as homosexuals. That kind of fear and that
kind of terror undermined their ability to function in
such a way that | feel anything that allows those people
to be able to live their lives more freely would assist
them in continuing to do a better job than they could
possible do because of their repression of their own
homosexuality.

It is unfortunate, however, | think that both the
Progressive Conservatives and the media have focused
exclusively on the issue of homosexual rights to the
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exclusion of other even more significant clauses, within
the new proposed Human Rights Act, which need to
be addressed hereforth.

Firstly, we congratulate the NDP Government for
extending the concept of political belief and protection
against discrimination on the basis of political beliefs,
to not only include political association but political
activity. However, | do need to caution members of this
Legislative committee concerning putting in words that
have no specific definitions which undermine the work
of the Human Rights Commission in dealings with
discriminations. | know, because | was involved in a
seven-year case which | will talk about, relating to the
issue of political beliefs.

The concept of political belief was introduced by the
Ed Schreyer Government in the early Seventies, and
| was one of the first individuals personally to test that
particular clause in 1977. There were only about two
individuals previously, between 1975 and 1977, who
ever went to the Human Rights Commission to protest
that they were discriminated on the basis of political
beliefs. And surprise, surprise, the Human Rights
Commission could not deal with the issue because they
had no definition, at that time, of what in fact political
beliefs meant. It was never included in the act, nor was
it included in any kind of amendment or by-laws
separate to the act. It took us two years to finally get
- with the help of the Ombudsman, Mr. Maltby at that
time - two years to get a definition at that time, in
1979, of political belief exclusively being the
membership in a political party, which | thought was
a very narrow per