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entation in its provincial human rights code,
the first legislative body to do so.

The Trudeau government, probably feel-
ing it politically inviable, did not introduce
similar protection into the new Canadian
Human Rights Act, assuming discrimination
prohibited on the basis of sex would be inter-
preted to include sexual orientation. This has
not been the case.

The Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms, which accompanies the repatri-
ated Canadian constitution of 1982, was also
drawn up without such protection,

A motion heard by a parliamentary com-
mittee to include sexual orientation in section
15 of the Charter was defeated by a vote of 15
to two. Its sole supporters were New Demo-
cratic Party MPs Lorne Nystrom and Svend
Robinson.

Amongstthe dissenters wasJean Chretien,
then Minister of Justice, who said the Charter
would be interpreted to protect sexual orien-
tation. This has in fact happened, with the
Federal Court of Canada consistently ruling
that the groundsenumerated in Section 15 are
not limited.

Section 15(1) of the Charter says “every
individual is equal before and under the law
and has the right to the equal protection and
equal benefit of the law without discrimina-
tionand, in particular, without discrimination
based on race, national or ethnic origin, col-
our, religion, sex, age or mental or physical
disability.”

As well, subsequent federal governments
have stated in certain cases the Charter in-
cludes sexual orientation in its meaning. But
because it is not explicitly mentioned, people
are forced to resort to the courts — not an
inexpensive hobby — to seek redress, rather
than simply filing a complaint or pointing to
the Charter.

On Oct. 25, 1985, an all-party committee
examining the impact of the Charter on fed-
eral legislation recommended that the Cana-
dian Human Rights act be amended to in-
clude sexual orientation asaprohibited ground
of discrimination.

The following spring, then-Minister of

Justice John Crosby said the government
would take “whatever measures are neces-
sary to prohibit discrimination on the basis of
sexual orientation in relation to all areas of
federal jurisdiction.”

Almost six years later, neither the Human
Rights Actorthe Charterhave been amended.
Last October, an announcement by the De-
fence Department that it would no longer
prevent lesbians and gay men from serving in
the armed forces was cancelled after the
proposal caused some Progressive Conserva-
tive backbenchers to have fits.

If the appeal fails, the Mulroney govemn-
ment will be required to amend the act or
strike it down, as was the case with the
country’s abortion law.

Inthe interim, the commission would likely
be ordered to include discrimination based on
sexual orientation in its mandate. It would be
the first time all areas of federal jurisdiction
provided this type of protection for lesbians,
gays, and bisexuals.

Provincial govemments would not be re-
quired to align their legislation with such a
ruling.

In 1986, NDP member Evelyn Gigantes,
now Ontario’s housing minister, introduced
legislation to amend the Ontario Human
Rights Code. The amendment was passed in
a free vote. In September 1990, the Nova
Scotia HumanRights Commissionannounced
itwould interpret the province’s humanrights
act to prohibit discrimination on the basis of
sexual orientation, afterthe government twice
refused to reform the law.

Protection from discrimination based on

sexual orientation is also in place in Yukon,,

Manitoba and the Northwest Territories, and
the recently-elected NDP governments of
Saskatchewan and British Columbia have
said they are committed to amending their
respective codes, perhaps as soon as spring
1992,

As I got older, the pointlessness of hiding my

blended with cotton and all manner
of other sinful combination one
could only imagine in a nightmare.
Satin certainly has a stronghold on
the fashion industry. And what’s
worse — these Godless garment

moral decline, and I hope you will
joinme in my campaign todress the
church properly. Please support me
and my Christian Coalition Against
Mixed Fabrics. Andremember, God
is on our side! Bless you!

sexuality became more and more apparent.

I hope you realize that your heterosexuality will not necessarily
prejudice my eventual alfectional-preference choice.

SPORTS NOT THE ONLY OUTLET
Although the athletes in this
picture may not know it, sports is
not the only fun way for two people
of the same sex to bond.
Remember though: in or out of the
‘plex, KEEP IT SAFE.




