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Rising Through the Ranks 

 The policy that has come to be known as “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” came into existence in 

1993 as a way to create compromise between Congress, military officials, and former President 

Bill Clinton. The intent of this policy was to lift the outright ban on homosexuals serving in the 

United States Armed Forces that had existed up to that point. Under this policy members of the 

military are barred from any actions that could be considered homosexual conduct, including 

revealing their sexual orientation to others. In turn, commanding officers aren’t permitted to ask 

soldiers about their sexual orientation. Despite its best intentions, however, DADT has failed to 

improve the situation for homosexuals in the military. Since it was passed seventeen years ago, 

tens of thousands of soldiers have been discharged based on their attraction to the same sex. All 

of this has made the issue one of great controversy and publicity. Many support lifting the ban, 

but there are still those in the country that fear the resulting consequences if gays were allowed 

to join the army. There is an abundance of evidence and research to support both sides, but under 

the surface, the controversy is based greatly on the values held by the population, especially 

within the ranks of an organization as strict and traditional as the United States military (Katel). 

 The editorial “Straight shootin’ – gays can do it too!” in the Gay & Lesbian Times out of 

San Diego addresses the issue of lifting this policy from law. The piece, written back in February 

of this year, makes an argument that supports lifting the ban on homosexuality in the military. In 

the first paragraph the authors make their claim, saying, “Gays and lesbians have served openly 

in foreign militaries successfully for years, and such a ban chips away at the strength of our 
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armed forces at home.” Within this claim they are making the warrant that discrimination such as 

this goes against what America as a whole stands for. Ultimately, the point they are trying to 

convey is simple – they have had enough. They are trying to show the audience why changing 

the policy is a good idea for everyone. They obviously have a stake in the argument, but it is 

presented in a way that is respectful and fact oriented, making it, in my opinion, a fairly 

successful argument. 

 Before I delve down into what it is that makes this argument good, I’d like to address the 

fact that there is more to a successful editorial than meets the eye. Like with any other genre, 

there are certain conventions involved and goals to be met with an editorial. The most important 

of these conventions is the idea that facts need to be truthful. False claims and evidence really 

decrease the credibility of a piece of writing, and in turn, the credibility of the person(s) writing 

it. Later on I’ll talk more about false claims and why it is best to avoid them. 

 As I said previously, the authors of this piece state their claim in the first paragraph. This 

reference to foreign military powers goes on throughout the editorial and serves as the major 

support for their argument. In fact, most of their evidence comes from persons associated with 

the military in some way. They start off by referencing a report in The New York Times about 

“the largest ever study of gays in foreign militaries,” conducted by the Palm Center (“Gay & 

Lesbian Times”). Before they even get to the findings of the study, they have already established 

competence and character for themselves by bringing in two reliable sources. Most adults in the 

United States, and even in other parts of the world, know The New York Times is one of the most 

successful newspapers in the country. Though the Palm Center is probably less known to the 

general public, their explanation of it as “a think tank at the University of California, Santa 

Barbara, which since 1998, has been a leader in commissioning and disseminating research in the 
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areas of gender, sexuality, and the military” informs readers that this organization is highly 

relevant to the argument (“Gay &Lesbian Times”). This explanation really appeals to ethos and 

establishes the credibility of the center. It would appear that this study and its contributors give 

the authors a firm foundation to stand upon while they pull out various bits and pieces to support 

their argument. In fact, ethical appeals such as these are dominant throughout the piece. 

 The Palm Study was conducted by a handful of officials whose credentials also further 

the reliability of the evidence presented. Among them were Dr. Nathaniel Frank, Senior 

Research Fellow at the Center; Dr. Victoria Basham, an expert in the British military; and a 

retired Captain from the Canadian military (“Gay &Lesbian Times”). The Study’s preliminary 

findings refuted past regulations made by the Department of Defense back in 1981 that said 

homosexuals had a negative effect on, and the potential to compromise, the togetherness and 

discipline of a military unit (Bowman and Finley). According to the study, openly gay service 

members cause no disruptions to the effectiveness of the military over time. Yet another 

reference is made to the British Armed Forces, which implemented a non-discrimination policy 

over ten years ago. Lastly, the findings state that the “U.S. has a long tradition of turning to 

foreign armed forces as relevant sources of information about effective military policy” (“Gay 

&Lesbian Times”). These finding serve as a very good representation of the Toulmin model 

pulled right from the study. The study claims no disruption to the services, supports this claim 

with mention of the British policy, and makes the warrant in the last sentence with an 

explanation of our past reliance on foreign services. However, while the results of the study 

sound great, and they definitely support the point the editors are trying to make, there is no 

explanation whatsoever of how these conclusions were reached. We are obviously expected to 
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believe the data comes from various foreign militaries, but how did this evidence come to be? 

It’s rather vague. 

 As the piece continues forward, quite a few more people are brought in to act as 

supporters of the cause the editors are arguing for. When asked, U.S. General David Petraeus 

said he didn’t believe soldiers cared if the men and women they served with were gay. He said 

it’s more about their shooting abilities than their sexual preference. Another general expressed 

his opinion that “everyone should be allowed to serve, as long as we’re still able to fight our 

wars and we’re able to have forces that are capable of doing whatever we’re asked to do.” The 

testimony of these two men serves as firsthand support for the claim the writers originally made 

in the beginning of the editorial. However, it also allows them to make a very subtle warrant. By 

placing such reliance on this anecdotal evidence, they are saying, “These men should be listened 

to because they’ve experienced these conditions.” The men’s ideas were furthered by a CNN poll 

that found almost seven in ten Americans were supportive of the military allowing gay troops to 

serve openly (“Gay &Lesbian Times”). To me this support seems the strongest. Though one or 

two generals do not speak for the entire population of the Armed Forces, it is more personal than 

the results of the Palm Study. These men have been on the ground in the ranks with soldiers both 

gay and straight, and they know better than most what makes a unit good or bad. 

Research outside of this piece also supports the idea presented by General Petraeus. In an 

article called Homosexuals in the Military: An Overview, there is discussion that military 

personnel are limiting the number of discharges under DADT based on short recruitment 

numbers since the 2001 terrorist attack and the war that followed. Many critics of the policy see 

this as an acknowledgement that homosexual soldiers don’t affect military units after all. They, 

too, cite the fact that foreign militaries have had no problems with unit coherence under their 
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open policies (Bowman and Finley). This article is making basically the same claim as our 

editoral, using much the same evidence and support. 

A few more influential characters are brought into the evidence, including General Colin 

Powell, who has actually reversed his opinion on gay service members since the policy was 

originally passed in 1993. Addressing that piece of evidence really brings some ethos to the 

argument, because General Powell is a very well-known, influential man. The director at Palm’s 

also made a warrant in saying that our troops have served side by side with foreign military allies 

that allow homosexuals into their ranks, and it has never caused a problem with our 

effectiveness. In fact, more than 20 of the countries with a military presence in NATO allow 

openly gay service members (“Gay &Lesbian Times”). With this piece of evidence they are 

ultimately pointing out the fact that our soldiers already serve under the circumstances the 

Department of Defense are trying to prevent. I find this evidence to be very strong, as well, 

because it brings logos to the piece, allowing a reader’s common sense to come into play. 

In the very last line of the piece, the writers reinforce their claim. It says, “Clearly, it is 

time we be allowed to rise through the ranks and do the same,” meaning it’s time our soldiers be 

allowed to serve openly the way others do. With the abundance of evidence presented, it is 

obvious they truly believe in their argument. However, one false claim was repeated throughout. 

This piece is practically built on a bandwagon fallacy. They are telling us DADT should be 

repealed because our allies stripped similar policies away years ago. We should do this because 

they are. If I hadn’t been looking for things like this, I might have missed it. It is very subtle the 

way these fallacies are thrown in among so much evidence. They don’t come across as 

threatening to the reader, and they may even seem logical to some extent, but they are there 

nonetheless. Even so, they could have used many more, especially the either-or fallacy. The 
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writers easily could have adopted an attitude in the editorial that said, “Either you support the 

repeal of DADT, or you are our enemy for life, and we want nothing to do with you.” However, 

they stayed away from this by keeping the piece within the realm of expressive journalism; they 

avoided a strict bias and chose, instead, to just support they stake they hold. Dogmatism is 

another fallacy that can show up very easily when talking about controversial issues like DADT. 

Instead of resorting to name-calling and prejudiced language, the writers remained respectful. 

All in all I was very pleased with the piece, even with the revelation of these fallacies. I 

believe if they had put forward the effort, they may have been able to present their argument 

even more successfully, with the presence of no fallacies at all. Their argument is strong, and I 

am fully behind them in this fight. 
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